Introduction
The non-restraint movement, which aimed at the total abolition of physical or mechanical restraint, was one of the most conspicuous elements of Victorian psychiatry, and its inception in the late 1830s and early 1840s has been studied in detail. Alexander Walk in his article on the Lincoln General Asylum under Edward Parker Charlesworth and Robert Gardiner Hill has uncovered what went on at the birthplace of the movement, and Hunter and Macalpine give a full account of John Conolly's introduction of nonrestraint at the Middlesex County Asylum at Hanwell.1 Although these works have thrown valuable light on the struggle at the beginning of the movement, they are too much informed by the opinions of the pioneers themselves and their Victorian followers. Walk and Hunter and Macalpine have uncritically adopted the alienists' view of their own achievement, seeing the movement as the continuation and completion of the progressive and humanitarian effort that Pinel and the York Retreat started around the turn of the century.2 A more critical view of non-restraint in a slightly later period has recently been put forward by Nancy Tomes.3 Following Andrew Scull's sociological model of psychiatric professionalization, she sees the British insistence on non-restraint in the 1870s as a tactic to boost the status of public asylum doctors. According to Tomes, non-restraint was orthodox doctrine in Britain, where doctors based at public asylums had a keen sense of competition with lay reformers and private profit-making doctors. Mechanical restraint was used relatively freely in the United States, where there was little rift between private/public doctors and lay/medical views. Tomes's model apparently applies to the Anglo-American non-restraint debate in the 1 870s. It does not, however, work well for the earliest phase of the movement. The most serious flaw in Tomes's account, shared by those of Walk and Hunter and Macalpine, is that it is almost exclusively concerned with the logic and rhetoric of doctors, as if it had been only doctors who promoted the non-restraint system. The instalment of the system by Conolly in the Hanwell Asylum tells an entirely different story. There the role of the county magistrates of Middlesex was as vital as that of the medical head. Non-restraint there was a part of the overall reform of the structure of asylum management, initiated, planned and executed by the magistrates. The magistrates had good reason to take the rather drastic step of total abolition of mechanical restraint. They were under pressure from the Whig central government, which after the 1832 Reform Act attempted to redefine the relation between central and local authorities, particularly through the introduction of the New Poor Law (1834) and prison inspection (1835).4 Non-restraint at the Hanwell Asylum, I will argue, was a political gesture on the part of the magistrates, as well as Conolly's achievement.
Looked at as a movement promoted by lay initiative, non-restraint at Hanwell emerges as having double-edged consequences for Conolly himself and for the emerging psychiatric profession. On the one hand, it certainly gave a humanitarian halo to the medical superintendents of public asylums, and made Conolly a national and international hero.5 On the other hand, the spectacular success of non-restraint at Hanwell paradoxically turned out to be very detrimental to the advancement of the psychiatric profession's interests. By his own success in implementing the programme of the lay magistrates, Conolly lost the right to claim that a medical head was the linchpin of an asylum. He made himself a mere replaceable cog in the bureaucratic machine that the asylum now became, and, after five years' medical superintendentship, he found himself replaced by a lay ex-military officer. This outcome, which was disastrous on both a personal and a professional level, was inherent in the system so enthusiastically embraced by Conolly himself.
The Hanwell before Non-Restraint: Clitherow and Ellis To assess the magistrates' motives for adopting such an extremist doctrine as the total abolition of mechanical restraint, a brief look at the previous state of affairs is necessary. 4 In the context of my argument, the creation of present paper has benefited very much. Peter Bartlett, the government inspectorate of prisons was especially 'The Poor Law of Lunacy: the administration of important. Eric J Evans, Theforging of the modern pauper lunatics in mid-nineteenth-century England state: early industrial Britain 1783-1870, London, with special emphasis on Leicestershire and Rutland', Longman, 1983, pp. 285-91 ', Past and Present, 1990, no. 127, 183-201. played an especially prominent role in guiding them to adopt a strategy of playing a double game in social policy. On the one hand, they criticized the cold-blooded Benthamism of the central government and stressed the benevolent paternalism of local justices. Adams was then known as a protagonist of Blackstonian Englishman's privilege of trial by jury against efficiency-conscious summary jurisdiction, and an opponent of Brougham's central criminal court.3' On the other hand, they tried to outshine the government in inspection, rationalization, discipline, and social control. Thus, for instance, Adams's criticism of the summary tribunal of juvenile offenders (immortalized by Dickens in Oliver Twist) conjured up a scandalous picture of children committed to solitary confinement in a government-run prison, and argued that they should be put into a reformatory school instead. This benevolent attitude was, however, accompanied by a stern voice which said that at reformatory school (realized as the Parkhurst Prison for Juvenile Offenders) the children were more effectively disciplined. Adams even argued that not only actual but also possible juvenile offenders should be sent to the school or to the colonies.32
The modernized ethos of the magistrates was most visible in their asylum reform. In early 1838, determined to oppose the government, the magistrates started to manage the asylum themselves, instead of trusting it to the personal and discretionary power of the medical superintendent. Adams and Tulk, who played a vital role in Middlesex prison reform as well, replaced Clitherow as the key figure on the asylum committee.33 Adams was on the committee from 1839 to 1844.34 Although he was a Tory who in 1837 had stood for the seat of the borough of Warwick, his keen grasp of the changing society and awareness of the necessity for measured reform coexisted with his belief in the traditional idea of the ruling class's responsibility to do good toward the poor.35 His professional legal education, skilful use of statistics, social scientific approach to the question of amelioration, and "universal urbanity", as one of his fellow magistrates phrased it, suggest a more dynamic and liberal Toryism than the entrenched "country" one of Colonel Clitherow.36
The mental outlook of Tulk was even further from Clitherow's. freed from the irritation of restraint. Secondly and more importantly, they were in the middle of a race against the government, and particularly the Russells, to improve prisons. Adams implied that their modified silent system in the prison and the nonrestraint system in the asylum had to be the most advanced, in order to win. In this context of the fervent rationalization and bureaucratization of the management of the asylum, another motive of the magistrates becomes clear. The non-restraint system was understood as a rational principle which would maximize the order of an asylum, as well as a benevolent act to relieve the pain of the inmates. From the very beginning of Hill's experiment at Lincoln, the non-restraint system was conceived as the embodiment of rigorous order, regularity, and uniformity. A "properly-constructed and well-regulated Asylum" was, wrote Hill, the absolute necessity for the instalment of non-restraint.57 And once the regulations were established, they should be obeyed with the utmost rigour, with the closest inspection. Hill wrote that the resident head of the institution "must exercise an unremitting control and inspection, in order that the plan may never, under any circumstances, whatever, be deviated from, in the slightest degree."58 Conolly shared with Hill the enthusiasm for order and regularity in a large asylum. Religious services should be given punctually, and "with great exactness". "Steady and consistent performance" of a regular organist without "any interruption or uncertainty" was highly desirable.59 Even when Conolly warned of too large an asylum, the reason he gave was most peculiar. Unlike most alienists, he did not worry about the loss of personal care: he was afraid of the possible loss of uniformity in an over-large asylum.60
To this concern with imposing rigorous order, Conolly added another: that of silence, a notion no doubt transplanted from the silent system at the Middlesex prison. He wrote: "everything should be done regularly, and everything done quietly . . . Perfect order, perfect cleanliness, and great tranquility, should prevail everywhere."6' His efforts to keep the asylum quiet were almost obsessive. On Christmas night: the resident physician went through the wards at twelve o'clocke at night ... One man was talking in No. 6, and two in No. 5 were talking in adjoining rooms . . . One of the epileptic patients laughed once. No other sound was heard. February 5th at 11 p.m. I visited all the female wards. An old blind patient in No. 11 was drumming against the side of her bed not violently. M.P. in the same ward, noisy a few hours ago, was perfectly quiet. I think there was literally not a sound in another ward. February 6th, at 11 p.m. I visited the male infirmary and wards. Except a voice or two in No. 5 there was not a sound throughout the male side of the house. February 12th I went through all the wards on the female side of the house twice between the hours of 11 p.m. and 2 a.m.... The silence of all the rest on the female side of the house at this hour was remarkable.62 Tulk, then involved in managing the silent-system prison, cited this extract from Conolly's journal with utmost satisfaction.
Both the justices and Conolly were, however, perfectly aware of the fundamental difference between prisoners and lunatic patients. The former should be punished and reformed (with "a just measure of pain") and the latter should be cared for. They were, 57 Hill, op. cit., note 2 above, p. 136. nevertheless, as adamant in their belief that both prisons and asylums should be the embodiment of perfect order. The result was that the imposition of order was targeted less at the patients than at the keepers or attendants, whose vigilance was increasingly regarded as the linchpin of the success of the institution.63 The attendants' daily and weekly duties were defined in minute detail, with an elaborate system of fines if they neglected them.64 Their working timetable became more specific. Under Ellis they had been told to rise at 6.00, to do some work, and to feed the patients breakfast at 8.00; now they must begin their duties at 6.00, take some patients to the laundry at 6.30, go to the kitchen at 7.00, take patients to the chapel at 7.45, and feed them breakfast in the dininghall at 8.15.65 The sick patients who could not dine with the others were by no means exceptions to this rule: the attendants were to take care that they had their breakfast in their own rooms at exactly the same time.66
This cult of work-discipline is quite understandable when one remembers that the magistrates were running silent-system prisor.s, for the success of which it was vital to ensure the vigilance of the attendants over the prisoners.67 Signs of the interconnections between the asylum staff and those of penal institutions were abundant. The muchpraised Mrs Bowden, the first matron under the non-restraint system, left the asylum for service as the matron of the convict prison in Van Diemen' s land. The asylum committee borrowed from the prison committee the idea of increasing the wages to employ vigilant and highly-disciplined attendants.68
The cult of order in prison and asylum management had common roots in the infusion of the military cast of mind into the civil sphere. In the post-Napoleonic-War period, the civil service was greatly affected by a large number of officer-veterans with experience of working in a vast hierarchical and centralized organization. Military experience was particularly valued in the sphere of prison discipline, transforming eighteenth-century vulgar and corrupt gaolers into gentlemanly and rigorous prison-officers.69
Via the ideal of military precision, the old tie between lunatic asylum and prison was renewed, less as a place of physical confinement than as one that embodied high efficiency and perfect order.70 One contemporary account of the seclusion of violent patients at Hanwell was fldled with military terms:
Each attendant is provided with a small whistle, and his instructions are, to use it in cases of emergency, and then his comrades on duty in the neighbouring wards, who are drilled into an instant obedience to the signal, bringing at once an overwhelming force to bear upon the same point, reduce the possession of the field to a mathematical certainty, ... no manoeuvre executed under the eye of Napoleon could be more skilfully accomplished.7' Conolly seems to have been aware of the infusion of military and penal discipline into the asylum. Later he blamed the committee for introducing over-rigorous and prison-like rules for the conduct of officers and attendants.72 The attendants of Hanwell confirmed, however, that Conolly was himself a rigorous, enthusiastic and even sinister disciplinarian. His midnight visits to the wards were to keep the night attendants on their toes, as well as to watch the patients. He even ordered a special pair of soft slippers which enabled him to walk without noise, so that he could take negligent attendants by surprise.73
Conolly's high concern for work-discipline reflected that of the magistrates. Millingen was fired precisely because of "the relaxed state of discipline" and the disorder of the asylum, and the committee congratulated Conolly for "the order and alacrity" with which officers and attendants under him performed their duties.74 Tulk's experience in the early factory movement and his Swedenborgianism might have made him model the asylum after the utopian factory of Robert Owen, who reportedly once came to see Conolly at the asylum.75 Conolly was, however, not forced to play the role of watchdog over the workforce against his will. Indeed, his middle-class background seems to have made him a relentless disciplinarian. The working man's companion. Cottage evenings, the work Conolly wrote for the Society for the Diffusion of Useful Knowledge in 1831, shows that he firmly believed that the working classes should value punctuality, frugality, and the regular life style of Benjamin Franklin.76
The demands for tight work-discipline and non-restraint were intertwined. Conolly was explicit in claiming that non-restraint was the most necessary condition to achieve a well-ordered asylum and highly disciplined attendants:
Any contrivance which diminishes the necessity for vigilance, proves hurtful to the discipline of an asylum. Physical restraints, as they rendered all vigilance nearly superfluous, caused it to fall nearly into disuse.77 Note the underlying logic here: one needs non-restraint in order to achieve tight discipline among the workforce, not the other way round. Rigorous work-discipline was by no means an undesirable price to pay for the abolition of chains on the patients; but, non-restraint was the key to the imposition of work-discipline on the workforce. The inmates at Hanwell were thus depicted as easily offended, difficult, irritable, delicate, and fragile. The slightest mis-contact would trigger exasperation and torment the wounded psyche of patients. As Conolly succinctly phrased it, the asylum was "a house full of infirm and irritable minds." 88
With the idea that both physical and psychological contacts were harmful, and with the conception of the patients as super-sensitive and hyper-irritable, the best one could do was, therefore, to keep one's distance from them, to watch over them, and to concentrate on the external circumstances-the building, the rules, the attendants, the lithographs in the wards, the shrubs in the court, the padded room for seclusion, the noiseless "inspection plate", and so on. Conolly abandoned moral treatment in its original version of face-to-face and personal care: and he reduced it to the asylum administration; the arrangement of the building, organizing the everyday life of the patients, maintaining uniformity in the asylum, and exercising surveillance over the attendants (with soft slippers on).
If one remembers that the rationalization of administration and maximization of order in the asylum were the ultimate goals of the Middlesex magistrates, it is understandable why they appreciated Conolly's enthusiastic performance as manager of the asylum. Yet Conolly had been digging his own grave by retreating from moral treatment, and by overcommitting himself to keeping order in the asylum, and turning himself into a watchdog of order. The crucial point was that Conolly in effect adopted the magistrates' view that the key to a successful asylum was not the personal authority of its medical head over the patients, but the external environment constructed around them. Ellis's criticism of those who had fired him emphasized exactly this point: " [an] honourable and high-minded [resident medical superintendent] . . . will be of more avail than a code of regulations, and a regiment of visitors to put them in force." Samuel Tuke, too, observed that "it is the character of the persons engaged more than the change of system, . which will effectually raise the condition of our asylums."92
The spectacular "success"~of Hanwell indicated to the magistrates that Ellis and Tuke were wrong: what mattered was not the personality of the medical superintendent, but designing the workings of the asylum, supervising the running of the bureaucratic machine, and replacing unfit or faulty parts. In 1844, they found that Conolly was an unfit part, whose growing private practice could not co-exist with his duty as the resident full-time superintendent. They again took drastic measures, explaining, "in a complicated machine, no one part can be disarranged without its affecting in a greater or less degree the whole."93 Tulk, Adams and the other members of the committee now brought bureaucratization to completion: they replaced Conolly with John Godwin as the head of the establishment, under whom Conolly was expected to work. The choice of Godwin was a transparent demonstration of what the magistrates wanted: the new head was an ex-military officer and had applied for the position of prison governor. They wanted a man with "methodical habits", and they thought that in that respect a doctor could not beat a military officer: they found that "the habits of life among medical men generally are not those which best fit them to look into the domestic details of a great establishment."94
This decision infuriated Conolly and contemporary alienists, and seems to have caused a storm of protest among the officers of the Hanwell, prompting the resignation of the chaplain (who, incidentally, then accepted a post at Pentonville), and one of the assistant physicians. Godwin resigned in less than six months, and the idea of a non- testimonials of Captain Godwin, n.p., n.d. 93 The exact details of Conolly's resignation are medical head seems to have been given up.95 The asylum committee's measure of complete bureaucratization was too extreme. At the same time, from the magistrates' viewpoint, it was entirely reasonable to conclude that the asylum head did not have to be medical, when his role was to keep its bureaucratic machine running without a single fault. An ex-military officer was an obvious choice to do that job.
Conclusion
The installation of non-restraint at the Hanwell asylum tells' a story of the triumph of the lay concerns over medical ones, a process ironically assisted by Conolly himself. But this is not the entire story of non-restraint, and, the pattern found there was unlikely to have been typical of mid-century British county asylums. Both the JPs and the medical superintendent seem to have been exceptionally competent and enthusiastic. Still, what happened at Hanwell was a harbinger of what was to come. Conolly dug not only his own grave, but that of moral treatment in its original version. Late-Victorian British asylums dreamed of, and to a certain extent achieved, near-perfect order, spotless wards, regular performance of duties, well-planned timetables, and categorical and massproduced kindness of attendants. In brief, the concern shifted from the patients to the space and time in which the patients were put. The site to be acted on was neither the bodies nor the minds of the lunatics, but the asylum itself, its constitutions, its rules, its buildings, and its attendants. The Hanwell under the reformist magistrates and Conolly seems to have been the first to take a definitive step away from the patients. Moreover, the role that Conolly played at the asylum, i.e. as a mere cog of a huge bureaucratic machine, was to replace the earlier ideal of medical superintendent as the autocratic guiding spirit.96 It is true that non-restraint provided the English psychiatric profession with morale and self-respect. The price they paid was, however, tremendous. It cost them their medical professional status in the asylum. They were now allowed, as it were, a quiet possession of the head of the institution as a watchdog of order. 'The London, Athlone Press, 1981, 166-97. 
